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Detailed Action 

Status of Claims: 

Claims 1-44 are pending in this Office Action. 
Claims 1, 13, 21 and 36 are amended. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed in the amendment filed 10, have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. The reasons are set forth below. 

Applicant's invention as claimed: 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "the web site" in claim 1, Unes 5-6, There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Because this is the first mention of a web site, 
'the' should be an 'a'. 

Claims 1-4, 7-8, 11-14, 17-18, 20-26, 29, 31-37, 39-42 are rejected under 35 
U.S*C. 103(a) as being unpatentable by U.S. Patent No. 6,510,464 by Grantges in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,006,269 by Phaal. 



Regarding claim 1, 
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The Grantges reference teaches an internet customer access system (Grantges: col. 2, 
lines 60-65) comprising: 

a redirect receiving unit for receiving a redirected customer web site access request from 
a name server (Grantges: col. 6, lines 37-40; gateway; col. 4, lines 49-52; gateway receives 
request from proxy server); 

a redirect unit for redirecting the customer to the web site (Grantges: col. 7, lines 1-22), 

wherein the internet customer access system is independent from the web site (Grantges: 
col. 5, hnes 24-391 

The Grantges reference does not expUcitly state determining capacity. 

The Phaal reference teaches generating a request for a capacity determination for the web 
site (Phaal: col 5, lines 45-57; 63-65); 

a capacity determination unit for determining if the web site has capacity to handle an 
additional customer (Phaal: col. 5, lines 45-57; 63- col. 6, line 15); 

a notification unit for notifying the customer if the web site currently has insufficient 
capacity (Phaal: col. 6, lines 15-25); and 

redirect unit for redirecting the customer to the web site if sufficient capacity is found 
(Phaal: col. 8, lines 36-41), 

The Phaal reference further teaches the invention improves quality of service and 
provides a service to clients even when refused (Phaal: col. 2, lines 5-28). 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Grantges while employing 
capacity determination as taught by Phaal in order to improve quality of service and provides a 
service to clients even when refused (Phaal: col. 2, lines 5-28). 

Claims 2-4, 7-8, 1 1-12 are rejected under the same rationale given above. In the 
rejections set fourth, the examiner will address the additional limitations and point to the relevant 
teachings of Phaal and Grantges. 

Regarding claim 2, the internet customer access system of claim 1, wherein the notification unit 
comprises a scheduling processor for scheduling access of the customer to the web site (Phaal: 
col. 6, Hnes 15-49). 

Regarding claim 8, the Internet customer access system of claim 2, wherein the scheduling 
processor comprises means for providing appointment slots (Phaal: col. 7, line 18-22; col. 6, 
lines 16-49). 

Regarding claim 3, the internet customer access system of claim 2, further comprising a 
customer identification unit for determining whether a customer has scheduled access to a web 
sited (Phaal: col. 7, hnes 60- col. 8, line 10). 

Regarding claim 7, the internet customer access system of claim 3, wherein the notification unit 
comprises an update processor for informing a customer access system already possessing a tag 
of current accessibility status (Phaal: col. 6, lines 61- col. 7, line 3). 



Application/Control Number: 09/713,292 
Art Unit: 2155 



Page 4 



Regarding claim 4, the internet customer access system of claim 3, wherein the scheduling 
processor comprises means for attaching a tag to a customer system (Phaal: col. 6, Unes 50-65). 

Regarding claim 1 1, the internet customer access system of claim 1, wherein the notification unit 
comprises means for notifying a customer that the site is full (Phaal: col. 6, Unes 1-25; lines 65- 
67). 

Regarding claim 12, the internet customer access system of claim 1, wherein the notification unit 
comprises means for notifying a customer that replay options are available (Phaal: col. 6, lines 
16-29; lines 65- col. 7, line 3). 



Regarding claim 13, 

The Grantges reference teaches an Internet customer access system (Grantges: col. 2, 
lines 60-65) comprising: 

a redirect receiving unit for receiving a redirected customer web site access request from 
a name server (Grantges: col. 6, lines 37-40; gateway; col. 4, lines 49-52; gateway receives 
request from proxy server) 

wherein the internet customer access system is independent from the web site (Grantges: 
col. 5. lines 24-391 

The Grantges reference does not explicitly state determining capacity. 

The Phaal reference teaches generating a request for a capacity determination for the web 
site (Phaal: col. 5, lines 45-57; 63-65); 

a capacity determination unit for determining if the web site has capacity to handle an 
additional customer (Phaal: col. 5, Unes 45-57; 63- col. 6, line 15); 

a scheduUng processor for scheduling access of the customer to the web site if the 
capacity determination unit indicates that no current capacity exists (Phaal: col. 6, Unes 15-49). 

a customer identification unit for determining whether the customer has scheduled access 
to the web site (Phaal: col. 7, lines 60- col. 8, line 10), 

The Phaal reference further teaches the invention improves quality of service and 
provides a service to cUents even when refused (Phaal: col. 2, Unes 5-28). 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Grantges while employing 
capacity determination as taught by Phaal in order to improve quality of service and provides a 
service to cUents even when refused (Phaal: col. 2, lines 5-28). 

Claims 14, 17-18, 20 are rejected under the same rationale given above. In the rejections 
set fourth, the examiner will address the additional limitations and point to the relevant teachings 
of Phaal and Grantges. 

Regarding claim 14,the Internet customer access system of claim 13 wherein the scheduling 
processor comprises means for attaching a tag to the customer system (Phaal: col. 6, Unes 50-65). 
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Regarding claim 17, the internet customer access system of claim 14, further comprising a 
notification unit having an update processor for informing a customer access system already 
possessing a tag of current accessibility status (Phaal: col, 6, lines 61- col. 7, line 3). 

Regarding claim 18, the Internet customer access system of claim 14, wherein the scheduling 
processor comprises means for providing appointment slots (Phaal: col. 7, line 18-22; col. 6, 
lines 16-49). 

Regarding claim 20, the internet customer access system of claim 1, wherein the notification unit 
having means for notifying a customer that the site is full (Phaal: col. 6, lines 1-25; lines 65-67). 

Regarding claim 21, a method for regulating access to a web site (Grantges: col. 2, Unes 60-65), 
the method comprising the steps of: 

receiving a redirected customer web site access request from a name server (Grantges: 
col. 6, lines 37-40; gateway; col. 4, lines 49-52; gateway receives request from proxy server), 
wherein the redirected customer website access request is received at a svstem that is 
independent from the web site (Grantges: col. 5, Unes 24-39V 

The Grantges reference does not expUcitly state determining capacity. 

The Phaal reference teaches determining if the web site has capacity to handle an 
additional customer (Phaal: col. 5, lines 45-57; 63- col. 6, line 15); 

redirecting the customer to the web site if sufficient capacity is found (Phaal: col. 8, lines 
36-41); and 

notifying the customer if insufficient capacity is found (Phaal: col. 8, lines 36-41). 

The Phaal reference further teaches the invention improves quality of service and 
provides a service to cUents even when refused (Phaal: col. 2, lines 5-28). 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Grantges while employing 
capacity determination as taught by Phaal in order to improve quality of service and provides a 
service to clients even when refused (Phaal: col. 2, Unes 5-28). 

Claims 21-26, 29, 31-35 are rejected under the same rationale given above. In the 
rejections set fourth, the examiner will address the additional limitations and point to the relevant 
teachings of Phaal and Grantges. 

Regarding claim 22, regulating access to a website method of claim 21, notifying the customer 
that replay options are available (Phaal: col. 6, lines 16-29; lines 65- col. 7, line 3). 

Regarding claim 23, the method of claim 21, further comprising determining whether the 
customer has a tag (Phaal: col. 12, lines 10-18). 

Regarding claim 24, the method of claim 23, further comprising determining whether the tag is 
valid (Phaal: col. 10, lines 12-22; Grantges: col. 11, lines 60- col. 12, line 8). 
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Regarding claim 25, the method of claim 24, further comprising redirecting the customer to the 
web site if the tag is valid (Phaal: col. 11, Une 65- col. 12, lines 18). 

Regarding claim 26, the method of claim 22, further comprising determining if the tag is expired 
(Phaal: col. 8, lines 15-18; Grantges: col. 11, Une 60- col. 12, line 8). 

Regarding claim 29, the method of claim 21, further comprising scheduling customer access if 
insufficient capacity is found (Phaal: col. 6, lines 15-49). 

Regarding claim 31, the method of claim 29, wherein scheduling comprises providing the 
customer with an appointment (Phaal: col. 7, line 18-22; col. 6, lines 16-49). 

Regarding claim 32, the method of claim 29, wherein scheduling comprises leaving a tag on the 
customer system and providing the customer with a finite time for which the tag is valid (Phaal: 
col. 6, lines 50-65; col. 10, lines 12-22) 

Regarding claim 33, the method of claim 29, further comprising determining whether a visitor 
has previously scheduled access to the web site (Phaal: col. 7, lines 60- col. 8, line 10). 

Regarding claim 34, the method of claim 33, further comprising providing a customer with 
updated position information (Phaal: col. 11, lines 60- col. 12, line 18; countdown). 

Regarding claim 35, the method of claim 33, further comprising offering a cancellation (Phaal: 
col. 6, lines 64- col. 7, line 1 1) and rescheduling option upon providing updated position 
information (Phaal: col. 13, lines 28-35; col. 14, lines 25-42; Fig 6b; a deferred message is 
received at its appointment but no resources are available so the message is deferred again). 

Regarding claim 36, 

The Grantges reference teaches a method for regulating access to a web site (Grantges: 
col. 2, lines 60-65), the method comprising the steps of 

receiving a redirected customer web site access request from a name server (Grantges: 
col. 6, lines 37-40; gateway; col. 4, lines 49-52; gateway receives request from proxy server), 
wherein the redirected customer website access request is received at a system that is 
independent from the web site (Grantges: col. 5. lines 24-39): 

The Grantges reference does not explicitly state determining capacity. 

The Phaal reference teaches determining if the web site has sufficient capacity to handle 
an additional customer (Phaal: col. 5, lines 45-57; 63- col 6, line 15). 

scheduling access of the customer to the web site if insufficient capacity is found (Phaal: 
col. 6, lines 15-49) and 

determining whether a customer has previously scheduled access to the web site (Phaal: 
col. 7, lines 60- col. 8, line 10). 

The Phaal reference further teaches the invention improves quality of service and 
provides a service to chents even when refused (Phaal: col. 2, lines 5-28). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Grantges while employing 
capacity determination as taught by Phaal in order to improve quality of service and provides a 
service to cUents even when refused (Phaal: col. 2, lines 5-28). 

Claims 37, 39-44 are rejected under the same rationale given above. In the rejections set 
fourth, the examiner will address the additional limitations and point to the relevant teachings of 
Phaal and Grantges. 

Regarding claim 37, the method of claim 36, wherein scheduling access comprises scheduling an 
appointment for the customer (Phaal: col. 7, line 18-22; col. 6, lines 16-49). 

Regarding claim 39, the method of claim 36, wherein scheduling access comprises providing the 
customer with a tag (Phaal: col. 6, lines 50-67). 

Regarding claim 40, the method of claim 36, further comprising redirecting the customer to the 
web site if sufficient capacity is found (Phaal: col. 8, lines 36-41). 

Regarding claim 41, the method of claim 36, wherein determining whether a customer has 
previously scheduled access to the web site comprises determining whether a customer has a tag 
(Phaal: col. 7, lines 60- col 8, line 10). 

Regarding claim 42, the method of claim 41, further comprising redirecting the customer to the 
web site if the tag is valid (Phaal: col. 1 1, line 65- col. 12, lines 18). 
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Claims 5-6, 15-16, 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable by 
U.S. Patent No. 6,510,464 by Grantges in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,006,269 by Phaal in 
further view of U.S. Publication No. 2003/0041263 by Devine et al. 

Regarding claim 5, 

The Grantges and Phaal references teach encryption and tags that are cookies but do not 
explicitly state an encrypted cookie. 

The Devine reference teaches the use of encrypted cookies (Devine: page 15, claim 1 1 

part c). 

The Devine reference further teaches the invention uses security features to prevent 
traditional hacker attacks that comprise the system and its data (Devine: page 1, para 13). 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Grantges and Phaal while 
employing an encrypted cookie as taught by Devine in order to use security features to prevent 
traditional hacker attacks that comprise the system and its data (Devine: page 1, para 13) 

Claim 6 is rejected under the same rationale given above. In the rejections set fourth, the 
examiner will address the additional limitations and point to the relevant teachings of Phaal, 
Grantges and Devine. 

Regarding claim 6, the internet customer access system of claim 4, wherein the customer 
identification unit comprises means for detecting the tag on the customer system (Phaal: col. 12, 
lines 10-18) and means for removing the tag from the customer system (Devine: page 1 1, para 
125). 

Regarding claim 15, 

The Grantges and Phaal references teach encryption and tags that are cookies but do not 
explicitly state an encrypted cookie. 

The Devine reference teaches the use of encrypted cookies (Devine: page 15, claim 1 1 

part c). 

The Devine reference further teaches the invention uses security features to prevent 
traditional hacker attacks that comprise the system and its data (Devine: page 1, para 13). 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Grantges and Phaal while 
employing an encrypted cookie as taught by Devine in order to use security features to prevent 
traditional hacker attacks that comprise the system and its data (Devine: page 1, para 13). 

Claim 16 is rejected under the same rationale given above. In the rejections set fourth, the 
examiner will address the additional limitations and point to the relevant teachings of Phaal, 
Grantges and Devine. 

Regarding claim 16, the internet customer access system of claim 4, wherein the customer 
identification unit comprises means for detecting the tag on the customer system (Phaal: col. 12, 
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lines 10-18) and means for removing the tag from the customer system (Devine: page 1 1, para 
125). 

Regarding claim 28, 

The Grantgas and Phaal references teach the method of claim 21, wherein redirecting the 
customer to the web site comprises the steps of determining if the customer has a tag (Phaal: col. 
12, lines 10-18). 

The Grantgas and Phaal references do not explicitly state removing a tag. 

The Devine reference teaches removing a tag if present (Devine: page 11, para 125). 

The Devine reference further teaches the invention uses security features to prevent 
traditional hacker attacks that comprise the system and its data (Devine: page 1, para 13). 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Grantges and 
Phaal while employing an encrypted cookie as taught by Devine in order to use security features 
to prevent traditional hacker attacks that comprise the system and its data (Devine: page 1, para 
13). 

Claims 9-10, 19, 30 , 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable 
by U.S. Patent No. 6,510,464 by Grantges in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,006,269 by Phaal in 
further view of U.S. Patent No 4,788,715 by Lee. 

Regarding claim 9, 

The Grantges and Phaal references teach the Internet customer access system of claim 3 
with scheduling and providing an estimated service time (Phaal: col. 6, lines 19-49). 

The Grantges and Phaal references do not explicitly state providing the customer with a 
position in a queue. 

The Lee reference teaches wherein means for providing the customer with a position in a 
queue (Lee: col. 3, lines 35-41) and means for providing an estimated service time (Lee: col. 3, 
lines 35-41). 

The Lee reference further teaches the invention allows the customer to make informed 
decisions about whether to wait before availability (Lee: col. 1, lines 24-40; col. 2, lines 14-16) 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Grantges and Phaal while 
placing the customer in a queue and providing estimated service time as taught by Lee in order to 
allow the customer to make informed decisions (Lee: col, 1, lines 24-40; col 2, lines 14-16). 

Claim 10 is rejected under the same rationale given above. In the rejections set fourth, the 
examiner will address the additional limitations and point to the relevant teachings of Grantges, 
Phaal and Lee. 

Regarding claim 10, the internet customer system of claim 9, providing a customer with 
an updated place in the queue (Lee: col. 6, lines 20-26). 



Regarding claim 19, 
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The Grantges and Phaal references teach the Internet customer access system of claim 14 
with scheduling and providing an estimated service time (Phaal: col. 6, lines 19-49). 

The Grantges and Phaal references do not explicitly state providing the customer with a 
position in a queue. 

The Lee reference teaches wherein means for providing the customer with a position in a 
queue (Lee: col. 3, lines 35-41) and means for providing an estimated service time (Lee: col. 3, 
lines 35-41). 

The Lee reference further teaches the invention allows the customer to make informed 
decisions about whether to wait before availability (Lee: col. 1, lines 24-40; col. 2, lines 14-16) 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Grantges and Phaal while 
placing the customer in a queue and providing estimated service time as taught by Lee in order to 
allow the customer to make informed decisions (Lee: col. 1, lines 24-40; col. 2, lines 14-16). 

Regarding claim 30, 

The Grantges and Phaal references teach a method of regulating access to a website. 

The Grantges and Phaal references do not explicitly state wherein providing the customer 
with a position in a queue. 

The Lee reference teaches wherein scheduling comprises providing the customer with a 
position in a queue (Lee: col. 3, lines 35-41). 

The Lee reference teaches wherein means for providing the customer with a position in a 
queue (Lee: col. 3, lines 35-41) and means for providing an estimated service time (Lee: col. 3, 
lines 35-41). 

The Lee reference further teaches the invention allows the customer to make informed 
decisions about whether to wait before availability (Lee: col. 1, lines 24-40; col. 2, lines 14-16) 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Grantges and Phaal while 
placing the customer in a queue and providing estimated service time as taught by Lee in order to 
allow the customer to make informed decisions (Lee: col, 1, lines 24-40; col. 2, lines 14-16). 

Regarding claim 38, 

The Grantges and Phaal references teach the method of claim 36. 

The Grantges and Phaal references do not expUcitly state the use assigning of a customer 
to a queue. 

The Lee reference teaches assigning the customer a position in a queue (Lee: col. 3, Hnes 

35-41), 

The Lee reference further teaches the invention allows the customer to make informed 
decisions about whether to wait before availability (Lee: col. 1, lines 24-40; col. 2, lines 14-16) 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Grantges and Phaal while 
placing the customer in a queue and providing estimated service time as taught by Lee in order to 
allow the customer to make informed decisions (Lee: col. 1, Unes 24-40; col. 2, lines 14-16). 
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Claim 27, 43 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable by 
U.S. Patent No. 6,510,464 by Grantges in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,006,269 by Phaal in 
further view of U.S. 6,742,016 by Bhoj et al. 

Regarding claim 27, 

The Phaal and Grantges references teach the method of claim 26, further comprising 
providing the customer with an updated status if the tag is not expired (Phaal: col. 1 1, lines 60- 
65) and performing scheduling operations (Phaal: col. 6, lines 15-49). 

The Phaal and Grantges references do not explicitly state performing operations if the tag 
is expired. 

The Bhoj reference teaches performing operations if the tag is expired (Bhoj: col. 8, Unes 
62 - col. 9, hne 9). 

The Bhoj reference further teaches the invention protects against excessive load 
conditions and provides greater quality of service (Bhoj: col. 1, lines 43-55). 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Phaaul and Grantges while 
performing operations with an expired tag as taught by Bhoj in order to protect against excessive 
load conditions and provides greater quality of service (Bhoj: col. 1, Unes 43-55). 

Regarding claim 43, 

The Phaal and Grantges references teach the method of claim 42, and performing 
scheduling operations (Phaal: col. 6, lines 15-49). 

The Phaal and Grantges references do not explicitly state performing operations if the tag 
is expired. 

The Bhoj reference teaches performing operations if the tag is expired (Bhoj: col. 8, Unes 
62 - col. 9, line 9). 

The Bhoj reference further teaches the invention protects against excessive load 
conditions and provides greater quality of service (Bhoj: col. 1, lines 43-55). 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Phaaul and Grantges while 
performing operations with an expired tag as taught by Bhoj in order to protect against excessive 
load conditions and provides greater quality of service (Bhoj: col. 1, lines 43-55). 

Claim 44 is rejected under the same rationale given above. In the rejections set fourth, the 
examiner will address the additional limitations and point to the relevant teachings of Grantges, 
Phaal and Bhoj. 

Regarding claim 44, the method of claim 43, further comprising performing update 
processing if the tag is not yet valid and is not yet expired (Phaal: col. 1 1, lines 60-coL 12, lines 
18). 

REMARKS 

Applicant has amended the independent claims to specify name server instead of network 
server and that the internet customer access system is independent from the web site. 
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The Applicant Argues ; 

1) The Grantges and Phaal references do not teach the web site is independent of the 
internet customer access system. 

2) The proxy server is not a name server. 

In response, the examiner_respectfully submits: 

The Grantges and Phaal references teach the cited and amended Umitations. With respect 
to the first argument, Grantges teaches the web sites are independent from the redirection server 
and internet customer access system. Col, 5, Unes 24-39 teach the appUcations "exist 
independently of computer system 20," Fig. 1 tags 24-1, 24-2, . .., 24-n are the web servers 
running the applications. Computer system 20 is defined in col, 4, lines 14-19 as the components 
consisting of firewalls, gateway servers and proxies. The two components are independent but 
relate to each other when serving and redirecting requests (col. 7, lines 1-12). The examiner 
questions the use of the word independently to define their relationship. Does the applicant mean 
to define it as a third party system interchangeable with any and all different web-servers? The 
prior art reads openly on the claim because of the brevity in which the relationship is established. 
Grantges teaches there can be many web servers running many applications per gateway server. 

With respect to the second argument, the changing of the limitation from "network 
server" to "name server" does not overcome the art. While the name has changed, the 
fiinctionality has not. Applicant is encouraged to fiirther define the functionality of the "name 
server" with some of the details from the specification if those define over the prior art. 
Applicant cites the specification in the arguments for this amendment. While the claims are read 
in light of the specification, the specification is not read into the claim limitations. 

With regards to the redirection of the request, Grantges teaches the request is redirected 
after being authenticated by the firewall. The request is redirected to the gateway when 
authentication is positive. If the authentication is negative, then an error is given and no 
redirection takes place (Fig. 8). The gateway unit fiirther redirects the request to a website (col. 
7, lines 1-12). 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL, See MPEP § 706,07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a), 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Benjamin R. Bruckart whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3982. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-5 :30PM with every other Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Saleh Najjar can be reached on (571) 272-4006. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubUshed applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or PubUc PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Benjamin R Bruckart 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2155 
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